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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 



to-*,) 2 )) 

1 . In pages 4 and 9, the equation is not clear whether ^ ^ or 
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^ <-*m . The examiner will read this as L . 
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2. In pages 5 and 10, the equation is not clear whether -= ^ or 
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fcl*' Xgvg ^ * x mg . The examiner will read this as ^ 



C/a/m Objections 

3. Regarding claims 1 and 10 that statements with a term suggesting or making 
optional (e.g. "can be") have been given a little patentable weight, because the 
statements do not positively recite structural limitations. 

to.-*.?)) 

4. Regarding claim 3 and 12, the equation is not clear whether ^ L or 

m*m 

to. -»,)*)) fV£fe-tf)) 

. The examiner will read this as ^ L 
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5. 



Regarding claim 8 and 17, the equation is not clear whether 



(zi*.-*j) 



or 



. The examiner will read this as 




Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1 -18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1 and 10 recite the limitation " the interference" (claim 1, lines 18-19; 
claim 10 lines 21-22). There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the 
claim. 



8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

9. Claims 1 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Wakabayashi et al. (US 2004/0047419). 

In regard claim 1, Wakabayashi et al. teach, (a) dividing an incoming image into 
a plurality of blocks (para. [0062], [0063]); (b) comparing said plurality of blocks to 
corresponding blocks of a referred image and saving compared results into a declared 
data structure (fig 6. ref label S46); (c) marking a compared result that exceeds a first 
predetermined threshold, whereby a changed block corresponding to said compared 
result can be indicated (fig 6. ref label S47); (d) grouping said compared result into an 
adjacent region thereof, whereby changed blocks can be regionally grouped together 
(Fig. 10 and 1 1 ); and (e) calculating a deviation value of said region and comparing 
said deviation value to a second predetermined threshold, whereby motion can be 
detected and the noise caused from moire and the interference resulted from an area 
brightness variation also can be filtered out (para. [0089]) (Fig. 10 and 1 1 , para [01 18]- 
[0126]). 

With regard claim 10, please refer to rejection for claim 1 . 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . Claims 2 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 USC 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wakabayashi et al. (US 2004/0047419) in view of Ozaki (US 6,393,153). 

Wakabayashi et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 1 as applied above from 
which claim 2 respectively depend. 

Wakabayashi et al. does not teach expressly that plurality of blocks is 1% ~ 4% 
of said incoming image. 

Ozaki teaches that size of block of image is 8 x 8 or 16x16 (Fig.5, co. 5 lines 19- 

34). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use block that size is 1% - 4% in the method of Wakabayashi et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that to balance a 
conflict between locality and efficiency of calculation. Further, there is no disclosed 
criticality of the range of 1 % - 4% or opposed to any other value. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ozaki with Wakabayashi et al. 
to obtain the invention as specified in claim 2. 
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12. Claims 3-6 and 12-1 5 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wakabayashi et al. (US 2004/0047419) in view of Shiiyama (US 7,075,683). 

Wakabayashi et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 1 as applied above from 
which claims 3 and 6 respectively depend. 

With regard claim 3, Wakabayashi et al. does not teach expressly that the 



said plurality of blocks, and a-, and fc» respectively represent a pixel value of a 
corresponding block of said incoming image and said referred image. 

Shiiyama teaches detection using average of sum of square of the difference 
(col. 13 lines 3-10). 

With regard claim 6, Wakabayashi et al. does not teach expressly that first 
predetermined threshold is 1 . 

Shiiyama teaches fixed threshold (col. 13 lines 3-10). 
At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use average of sum of square of the difference and threshold in the 
method of Wakabayashi et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that It attempts to 
minimize the sum of the squares of the ordinate differences (called residuals) between 
points and threshold is set to 1 because the number of measured data is 1 and the 
gradient descent method is used to minimize the squared residual. 



comparing step as follows: 



where i=0 to m*m, m represents a side of 



m*m 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Shiiyama with Wakabayashi et 
al. to obtain the invention as specified in claims 3 and 6. 

13. With regard claim 4, Wakabayashi et al. teaches referred image is a prior image 
to said incoming image (para. [0118]). 

14. with regard claim 5, Wakabayashi et al. teaches referred image is a later image 
to said incoming image (para. [0118]). 

15. Claims 7 and 16 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wakabayashi et al. (US 2004/0047419) in view of Liu et al. (US 2004/0233197). 

Wakabayashi et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 1 as applied above from 
which claim 7 respectively depend. 

Wakabayashi et al. does not teach expressly that group is employed by a 
double linked list. 

Liu et al. teaches that that group is employed by a double linked list, (para [0055]). 
At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to employ a double linked list to group in the method of Wakabayashi et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that double linked list is 
easy to manipulate because they allow sequential access to the list in both direction. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ozaki with Wakabayashi et al. 
to obtain the invention as specified in claim 7. 
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16. Claims 9 and 18 are rejected under 35 (JSC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wakabayashi et al. (US 2004/0047419) 

With respect claim 9, Wakabayashi et al. discloses all the limitations of claim 1 
as applied above from which claim 4 respectively depend. 

Wakabayashi et al. does not disclose expressly that second predetermined 
threshold is 0.35 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use predetermined threshold value. 

Applicant has not disclosed the second threshold value of 0.35 provides an 
advantage, is used for a particular purpose or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary 
skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform 
equally well with other threshold value because threshold can be optimized depend on 
environment or situation . 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine to one of ordinary skill in this 
art to modify Wakabayashi et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 

With regard claim 1 1 , please refer to rejection for claim 2. 
With regard claim 12, please refer to rejection for claim 3. 
Wth regard claim 13, please refer to rejection for claim 4. 
With regard claim 14, please refer to rejection for claim 5. 
Wth regard claim 15, please refer to rejection for claim 6. 
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With regard claim 16, please refer to rejection for claim 7. 
With regard claim 18, please refer to rejection for claim 9. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 8 and 17 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Randolph Chu whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1 145. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday from 7:30 am - 5 
pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Mancuso can be reached on 571-272-7695. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
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have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 

Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

RIC/ 




